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(preventing unions from “restrain[ing] or coerc[ing] . . . an employer in the selection of his 
representatives for the purposes of collective bargaining or the adjustment of grievances”).2

Simply put, even if  allegations were factually accurate,  assertions do not describe a 
violation of the Act. The Board exists to enforce a particular statute and police particular conduct. 
The conduct  alleges does not fall within the Board’s purview.  

We trust the information submitted in and with this statement of position is sufficient to warrant 
dismissal of the charge. That said, should you need further information or have any additional 
questions, please let us know. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SEYFARTH SHAW LLP 

Brian Stolzenbach 

c:      Flavia Costea 

2 At the same time, while Amazon denies that it happened here, nor would it have been the best choice if it 
had happened, it remains the fact that suggesting resignation from employment to an employee who is 
unhappy with the way  manager treated  (and only  on one specific occasion is not unlawful. It does 
not violate the Act.   
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explained the crux of its decision this way: “Specifically, the evidence did not establish that you 
were seeking to initiate group action or to bring group complaints to management’s attention, or 
even assuming you were, that the Employer knew about it before it made its decision.” See id.

For the same reason, the Board cannot conclude that Amazon violated the Act with respect 
to  did not engage in protected concerted activity, and even if  did, Amazon 
did not know about it. As a result, the charge should be dismissed.  

Respectfully submitted, 

SEYFARTH SHAW LLP 

Brian Stolzenbach 

c:      Flavia Costea 
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